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The purpose of this study was to determine if there were
differences in the organizational climate of schools, based on
developmental level patterns in three secondary schools in the
Middle Georgia Area.
Methods and Procedures
Teachers from the three selected secondary schools participated
in the study. The schools were selected because of their accessibility
to the investigator and known willingness to participate. One school
was for grade 8-9; one school was for grade 10; and one school was
for grades 11 and 12. The Total of 112 teachers repsponded by completing
the (1) Diagnostic Survey of Leadership Improvement, and (2) a personal
data sheet, designated to collect specific demographic data.
The data collected was analyzed by means of one-way analysis of
variance and F-ratio with a .05 level of confidence. The means and
standard deviations for over-all schools and individual schools were
used and t tests were obtained. Percentages were used to analyze
demographic data.
Findings
1. There were no differences on the Confidence and Trust variable on
how it "IS" and how it "SHOULD BE."
2. There were no differences on the Communication variable on the
how it "IS" and how it "SHOULD BE."
3. There were differences on the Control variable on how it "IS."
4. There were no differences on the Control variable on how it
"SHOULD BE."
5. There were no differences on the Decision-Making variable on
how it "IS " and how it "SHOULD BE."
6. There were differences on the Interaction-Influence variable on
how it "IS."
7. There were no differences on the Interaction-Influence variable
on how if’SHOULD BE."
8. There were no differences in demographic characteristics of
teachers and the variables.
Conclusions
The conclusions of the study are as follows: (1) the use of
developmental level patterns does not appear to be an adequate measure¬
ment for determining differences between organizational climate in
schools; (2) Demographic characteristics of teachers do not appear
to be an adequate indicator for determining differences in the
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The organizational climate of a school is sometimes elusive because
it is difficult to define. Nevertheless, it is the most important and
certainly the most comprehensive component of the educative process.
Whether in the elementary or secondary school (this study is confined to
the latter), it includes essentially every aspect of the school, be it
concrete or abstract; be it facility, action, situation or condition,
ranging from student achievement, discipline, school buildings, and
equipment to absenteeism of faculty members and complacency of parents.
Moreover, it can be perceived as positive or negative, and these
perceptions are based on how well the school meets the expectations and
needs of those who are a part of or are influenced by that environment.
The term "organizational climate" has been used generally to
describe certain characteristics of the total school environment.
Londsdale refers to climate as "a global index of task-achievement and
need-satisfaction integration,Forehand and Gilmer define climate as
"the set of characteristics that describe an organization and that
(a) distinguish the organization from other organizations; (b) are
relatively enduring over the time; and (c) influences the behavior of
^Ro C. Londsdale, "Maintaining the Organization in Dynamic
Equilibrium," Behavioral Science and Educational Administration, ed.
Daniel Griffiths (Chicago: The National Society for the Study of
Education, 1964), p. 142,
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the people in the organization."! Bey says that organizational climate
is the key to distinguishing between good and poor administration.^
Halpin, on the other hand, describes it as the psychological environment,
the personality of an institution.^ However, Good defines it as the
pattern of social interaction that characterizes an organization.^
When one considers the development of organizational climate as a
concept, he looks to the work of H. A. Murray who describes behavior as
"a function of the relationship between the person and his environment.
That is to suggest that both the person and the environment have needs
or expectations. More specifically, Murray states that this relationship
is that which exists between the "needs" of the individual and the
"press" (organizational needs and expectations) of the environment.^ It
is Murray's concept that the writer has chosen to use as a point of
reference for this study because it embodies two key elements, satisfac¬
tion and productivity, that will be given consideration in this study.
Individuals and groups differ in their values and perceptions.
They also differ in their conclusions or judgments of which climate
Iq. a. Forehand and B. Gilmer, "Environmental Variation in Studies
of Organiozational Behavior," Psychological Bulletin, (February, 1964),
pp. 361-382.
^Douglas R. Bey, "Further Study in School Organization," Phi Delta
Kappan, (February, 1956), pp. 217-221.
^Andrew W. Halpin and Don B. Croft, "The Organizational Climate of
Schools," Administrator's Notebook, (March, 1963), pp. 1-5,
'^Carter B. Good, ed. Dictionary of Education, 3rd edition
(New York: McGraw Hill Book Company, 1973), p. 106.
^Henry A. Murray, et al., Explorations in Personality, (New York:
Oxford University Press, Inc., 1938), pp. 124-141.
6lbid.
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conditions or outcomes are most important. An examination of the
literature, however, seems to suggest a concensus which points to the
school administrator's being primarily responsible for the organizational
climate. For example, a most recent study by Michael Rutter on British
school systems of secondary schools supports the idea that the
differences from school to school are contingent upon the principal's
ability to build a positive and supportive school climate.^ Edgar A.
Kelly explicitly states that "the principal is the individual in the
school who is most responsible for the climate of the school and for the
outcomes of productivity and satisfaction obtained by students and
O
staff." Finally, Brookover and Lezotte stress the idea that strong
leadership by the principal is an important factor in improving the
school climate.
These conclusions, however, though strongly supported, were drawn
from studies made on organizational climates of schools established from
traditional or familiar developmental patterns, plans, or schemes,
namely: K-6-3-3, K-8-4, K-6-6, or K-5-3-3. Each of these familiar
patterns shows a grouping or unit of three or more grade levels to be
designated as a single school.
What, if any, would be the differences in organizational climate,
were one to examine schools in a system which has an organizational
Iflichael Rutter, et al., "Fifteen Thousand Hours: Secondary Schools
and Their Effects on Children," The New Republic, (June, 1979), pp. 31-34.
^Edgar Kelley, Case Studies and An Analysis of the Role of Morale,
Organizational Climate, and Conflict in the Study of Secondary School
Environments, (East Lansing, Michigan: University Microfilm, No. 80-4762,
1970), p. 502.
O
W. B, Brookover and L. W. Lezotte, Changes in School Characteris¬
tics Coincident With Changes in Students Achievement, (East Lansing,
4
developmental pattern differing drastically from either of the familiar
ones? More specifically, would the schools in an organizational
developmental pattern of K-7-2-1-2 show measurable differences in their
organizational climate? Would teachers perceive a need for more or less
control or communication, or any of the factors needed in a climate?
A school system whose organizational pattern differs drastically
from either of the familiar ones would logically show measurable
differences in organizational climate. More specifically, schools under
an organizational developmental pattern of K-7-2-1-2 with the grade
level pattern being as low as one in a school would be expected to have
obvious differences, needs, expectations, perhaps more negative than
positive.
To determine the differences hypothesized, the writer, through the
use of the Diagnostic Survey of Leadership, designed by David Mullen,
surveyed the perceptions of teachers employed in three secondary schools
on the non-traditional, developmental level pattern, K-7-2-1-2, in the
Middle Georgia area. The results are the subject of this study.
The writer has always been interested in school people--how they
learn and how they work in the school setting. This interest in
organizational climate and factors which affect it was intensified as a
result of having been appointed principal in one of the senior high
schools in the Bibb County Public Schools. Desiring to provide the kind
of effective leadership which focuses on meeting the human needs of all
clients, whether they are students, teachers, or parents, that which
creates positive conditions for growth for the professional personnel.
Michigan: College of Urban Development, Michigan State University, 1977),
p. 25.
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the writer took this opportunity to pursue and to gain a deeper
understanding of this concept.
It is the sincere hope and desire of the writer that the findings
in this study will be useful and valuable in yielding pertinent
information to the central office administrators, principals, assistant
principals, teachers, and curriculum directors by providing: (1) an
insight into this aspect of the organizational climate; and (2) an
incentive to those educators who would like to make preparations for some
changes in their organization climate.
Statement of the Problem
The purpose of the study was to determine if there were differences
in the organizational climate of schools based on developmental level
patterns in three secondary schools in the Middle Georgia Area. The
study sought to answer the following questions:
1. Do developmental level patterns of schools differ on the selected
variables of organizational climate?
2. Do selected variables of the organizational climate in the
developmental level patterns of schools differ according to
demographic characteristics of teachers?
In attempting to ascertain answers to the above questions, the
following null hypotheses were tested:
1. There is no significant difference between developmental levels on
the Confidence and Trust variable
2. There is no significant difference between development levels on the
Communication variable
3. There is no significant difference between developmental levels on
the Control variable
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4. There is no significant difference between developmental levels on
the Decision-Making variable
5. There is no significant difference between developmental levels on
the Interaction-Influence
6. There is no significant difference between developmental levels and
demographic characteristics of teachers
Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this study the following definitions will apply:
1. Organizational climate—The teachers' perception of the working
environment
2. Teachers' perception--Responses made by teachers on the Diagnostic
Survey of Leadership Improvement
3. Confidence and Trust—The cooperation and closeness of conditions as
they exist between formal-school leaders and their subordinates
4. Communication--The sending or receiving messages in the school
organization
5. Control—Organizational reward and penalty mechanisms used to
operate and to accomplish school tasks
6. Decision-Making—The basic structure and method used to make school
organizational decisions
7. Interaction-Influence—The individual and group mutual action as
they influence the accomplishment of school tasks
8. Developmental Level—Refers to a specific rank or position of
students within a school system who have mastered a similar degree
of measurable skills so designated as standards for the curriculum
of that school system. It is more commonly referred to as "grade
level
7
Scope of the Study
This study was limited to the sample of 112 teachers from the
three selected schools in the Middle Georgia Area who responded to
the instrument and data sheet. One school was for grades 8-9; one
school was for grade 10; and one school was for grades 11 and 12,
Limitations of the Study
All data collected and the inferences drawn from these data will
refer to the specific population used in the study and should be
cautiously applied to schools and personnel other than those included
in the study.
Period of Study
The data for this study were collected during the Fall quarter
of the 1978-79 school term, (September - November)
Description of Subjects
The subjects in the study were one hundred and twelve (112)
teachers in three selected secondary schools in the Middle Georgia
Area who responded to the instrument and data sheet. The schools
were selected because they were accessible to the writer. School 1,
for students in grades eight and nine (8 and 9) had thirteen (13)
male and twenty-five (25) female teachers for a total of thirty-eight (38)
teachers. School 2, for students in grade ten (10) had sixteen (16)
male and eighteen (18) female teachers for a total of thirty-four (34)
teachers. School 3, for students in grades eleven and twelve (11 and 12)
had ten (10) male and thirty (30) female teachers for a total of forty
(40) teachers. Additional demographic information on teachers on the
questionnaire included age, education, and experience of teachers. A
detailed presentation of demographic information may be found in Appendix A.
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Description of the Instrument
The Diagnostic Survey for Leadership Improvement (DSLI) High
School Form 5.1, developed by David Mullen was used to assess the
perception of the organizational climate by teachers of the three
schools. This instrument indicated the areas of difficulties prevailing
in a school in the key organizational processes such as confidence and
trust, communication, control, decision-making, and interaction i and
influence. This Survey is composed of ten Likert-type items with
five response categories of "I Dont' Know," "Almost Never," "Sometimes,"
"Very Often," "Almost Always," for each item for a response to both the
way it (Is) and the way you think that it (Should Be). The reliability
coefficients exceeded .96 at the .0001 level.
A questionnaire was developed by the writer to ascertain the
specific demographic data of the teachers. This information may be
found in Appendix B.
Method of Research
The nature of the problem involved in this study necessitated
the use of the Descriptive Survey Method of research in which a questionnaire
and an appropriate instrument were used. One-way analysis of variance
was calculated for Hypotheses 1-5. Percentages were calculated for
Hypothesis 6.
Research Procedures
The following steps were used to achieve the purpose of this
study and they included:
1. Permission to conduct this investigation was sought from the proper
school officials
9
2. Literature pertinent to this study was reviewed, summarized
and presented
3. A letter of request/explanation, along with a copy of the DSLI
and a questionnaire for demographic data was sent to each teacher
on the staffs of the three selected schools
4. An appropriate statistical technique was utilized to report the
findings of the investigation
5. The data were tabulated and analyzed, using the mean, standard
deviation, analysis of variance, "F" and "t" test with a .05 level
of confidence. Demographic data was calculated by percentages.
CHAPTER II
RELATED LITERATURE
The present study is an attempt to determine if differences exist
in organizational climate in secondary schools based on developmental
levels. The writer found little or no research related to this topic.
Researchers, however, have shown considerable interest in attempting to
better understand the nature of the climate in the school environment
and are providing research which emphasizes the development of skills
for the improvement of leadership in this area.
With this fact as a pivotal point, the writer shall now summarize
the conclusions in the literature researched in two parts. The first
part deals with research that is related to variables affecting the
behavior of individuals and their relationship to the perception of
organizational climate. These studies also give support to the
satisfaction and productivity theory. The second part of the chapter
deals with studies completed in the area of organizational climate.
Variables Affecting Perceptions
of Organizational Climate
The principle that individual adjustment is characterized by the
achievement of a "good fit" or a balance between the individual and his
environment has been accepted. Henry A. Murray and Kurt Lewin are two
psychologists who have proposed theories in which this principle has been
10
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applied to personality and behavior.^ Fiurray in his study of personality
indicates that personality is the product of dynamic interplay between
need (internal and external) and press, roughly equivalent to environ-
mental pressures that lead to adaptive behavior. He describes a "need"
as a hypothetical process, the occurrence of which is imagined in order
to account for certain objective and subjective facts. He further states
that a "need" is a force which organizes perception, aperception,
intellection, connotation and action so as to transform in a certain
O
direction an unsatisfying situation. Similarly, Lewin believes that the
setting is at least as important as the actor and that both must be
analyzed together as a single functional system if an act itself were to
be made intelligible.^
Max Abbott in his research concludes that there is a tendency in
the study of organizational behavior to identify the structural
characteristics on the individual. Thus, the degree of satisfaction of
the individual is determined by the congruency between his personality
and his needs disposition versus the role expectations of the organiza¬
tion. This congruency is also affected by such variables as rewards and
reference groups.^
^•Ellen L. Betz, "Need Reinforcement Correspondence As a Predictor
of Job Satisfaction," The Personnel and Guidance Journal, (May, 1969),
p. 878.
^Henry A. Murray, et. al.. Explorations in Personality, (New York:
Oxford University Press, Inc., 1938), p. 124.
3lbid.
^Patterns of Behavior in Social Climates, quoted in George G.
Stern, People in Context, Measuring Person-Environment in Industry and
Education (John Wiley and Sons, Inc.: K. Lewin. 1970), p. 7.
^Max G. Abbott, "Intervening Variables in Organazitional Behavior,"
Educational Administration Quarterly (Winter, 1956), pp. 1-14.
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One cannot overlook the study of A. H. Maslow, who conceptualized
in his classic taxonomy, principles basic to all theory on human
motivation and behavior. According to Maslow, physiological needs
(such as hunger and thirst) are near the bottom of the hierarchy. Going
up the scale of needs, but in descending order of importance, are the
need for safety, the need for love, and a sense of belonging, the need
for esteem for others and for self, the need to know and to understand,
and the need for self-actualization.^
A group of Harvard social scientists (Elton Mayo, F. J.
Roethlisberger, and W. J. Dickson) carried out a study at Western
Electric Corporation's Hawthorne Plant in Chicago which reveals the
influence that primary work groups have on performance. It shows that
productivity was due to the fact that employees took pride in their
work because they share in the distinction of being singled out for the
experiment. The performance of the employees depended upon their own
values, their personal relationships and their sense of personal worth.^
Argyris, in his writings, emphasizes the importance of congruency
between the personal goals of the individual and the organization's goals
for the individual. Although conflicts are inevitable, he indicates
that it is important to find ways to manage it. He suggests that
developing an interpersonal atmosphere in the organization which permits
people to admit that conflict exists, to talk it out, and to work toward
reducing the causes were the better ways. However, an interpersonal
^A. H. Maslow, Motivation and Personality (New York: Harper and
Brothers, 1954), p. 156.
^The Hawthorne Plant Report, quoted in Willard R. Lane, Ronald G.
Corwin, and William G. Monahan, Foundations of Educational Administra-
tion - A Behavioral Analysis (Macmillan Company: Elton Mayo, 1967),
pp. 211-213.
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atmosphere of trust, openness and low threat without which people feel
they must hide conflict was required.^
Continuing, Argyris states that the organization and the individual
go through what is called a socializing process and a personalizing
process. The organization attempts to make an agent of the individuals
for the realization of the organizational objectives and individuals
try to make an agency of the organization for the realization of
p
personal objectives.
Another model of importance is the one proposed by Getzel and
Guba. This social-process model of behavior is widely used in training
programs and research in educational administration. The nomothetic
task-achievement and idiographic need-satisfaction dimensions have
significant implications for the study of organizational behavior.^
In reinforcing the views of Argyris, Etzioni states that the fit
between individual needs and organizational demands depended to a large
extent upon how the organization attracts participants and keeps them
involved. Those organizations which force the individual to join and
then compel him to remain a participant are labeled as coercive.
Organizations where people join and remain as members in return for
remunerations are labeled utilitarian. He also describes the normative
organization which attracts and holds participants largely on the bases
^Chris Argyris, Personality and Organization: The Conflict Between
the System and the IndT^dual (New York: Harper and Row, 1957), p. 192.
^Chris Argyris, "The Fusion of the Individual with the Organiza¬
tion," Sociological Review, (June, 1954), pp. 267-272.
^Egon G. Guba, "Research in Internal Administration-What Do We
Know?" Administrative Theory As A Guide to Action, eds. R. F. Campbell
and J. M. Lipham (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1960), p. 121.
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of their commitment to certain ideals and goals. According to Etzioni,
one would expect to find the lowest degree of conflict in organizations
with normative modes of obtaining compliance to organizational demands.
The high degree of conflict would be found in organizational relying on
coercion. Alienation is produced by illegitimate exercise of power
which frustrates needs, wishes, and desires of participants.^
Another conceptual scheme for organizational behavior is the
effectiveness-efficiency concept which is credited to Barnard.
"Effectiveness" is described as the "accomplishment of the recognized
objectives of cooperative action." Efficiency is described as the
capacity of an organization to maintain itself by the individual
satisfaction it affords. Later, Barnard introduced the equilibrium
concept which comes from an analysis of efficiency. Barnard explains
that equilibrium is the balancing of burdens by satisfaction which
results in continuance.^
George Homans in the Human Group formulates a scheme to analyze
organizational behavior using the activities, interactions, and
sentiments that result where technology economic factors management and
leadership practices and personal factors were combined. The real
behavior determines the organization's productivity, the growth and
development of participants and satisfaction or morale and is produced
by the activities, interaction and sentiments.'^
lAmitai Etzioni, A Comparative Analysis of Complex Organization
(New York: The Free Press, 1961), p. 12.
^Chester I. Barnard, The Functions of the Executive (Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1938), p. 55.
^George C. Homans, The Human Group (New York: Harcourt, Brace and
Company, 1950), p. 126.
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In a study of the interpersonal relationships of employees in
twelve restaurants in Chicago, Whyte states that the service to
customers improved when male employees were allowed to make certain
decisions based on their own needs for what they perceived to be
respect and status.^
Herzberg , Mausner, and Snyderman's findings on personal needs of
managerial and professional employees were like those of Whyte on the
personal needs of restaurant employees. This study reveals that job
satisfaction among managerial and professional people was based on the
employer's perceptions of their opportunities for self-actualization.
This perception was an essential requirement for both job satisfaction
O
and high performance.
McGregor suggests in his writings on the importance of the
individual's personal goals that depending relations created by
hierarchical authoritarian organizations conflict with basic human
needs for independence and self-direction. McGregor hints that
employees display immature behavior patterns when forced by managers.
Therefore, managers should check their assumptions about human behavior
3
and use authority with discretion.
McGregor supports his position on organizational behavior in his
discussion of Theory X and Theory Y.
Iwilliam Foote Whyte, "The Social Structure of the Restaurants,"
American Journal of Sociology, (January, 1949), pp. 302-308.
^Frederick Herzberg, Bernard Mausner, and Barbara Block,
Snyderman, The Motivation to Work (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.,
1959), pp. 114-115.
^Human Behavior, quoted in S. G. Huneryager, and I. L. Heckman,
Human Relations in Management (Southwestern Publishing Company:
b. McGregor, p.
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Within the context of the pervasive assumptions of Theory X promotions
and transfers in large numbers are made by unilateral decision. The
requirements of the organization are given priority automatically and
almost without question. If the individual's personal goals are
considered at all, it is assumed that the rewards of salary and
position will satisy him . . . it is rare indeed for management to
give the individual the opportunity to be a genuine and active
partner in such a decision even though it may affect his most
important personal goals. On the other hand. Theory Y suggests that
work can be as natural as play and rest, that man can learn to enjoy
responsibility, that most people have more talent than is being
used, that talent is widely rather than narrowly distributed and
that the "carrot and the stick" approach is not the way to get
people to work hard.l
Brown hypothesizes in his study in which 830 employees in 26
branches of the Tennessee Valley Authority participated that individuals
would tend to identify with the organization in three situations:
(1) where they saw the organization as providing opportunities for
personal achievement; (2) where they had power within the organization;
(3) where there were no competing sources of identification. These
findings support the hypothesis indicating the importance of the
actor's perception of the role in the organization.^
Athos, reporting the results of an observation, indicates that
internal revolt experiences in universities was based on the tradition
that organizations view their employees objectively and apply
regulations equally to all, while the new generations of students
entering the world of work were insisting on more attention to what is
3
unique and subjective in people.
^Douglas McGregor, The Human Side of Enterprise (New York:
McGraw-Hill Inc., 1960), p. 5l.
^Michael E. Brown, "Identification and Some Conditions of
Organizational Involvement," Administration Science Quarterly,
(September, 1969), pp. 246-353T
^Anthony G. Athos, "Is the Corporation Next to Fall?" Educational
Administration Abstracts, (Fall, 1970), p. 47.
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lannaconne supports Athos's theory in his study of elementary
schools. He finds that the organization's rigid expectations and lack
of considerations for individual needs frequently frustrate teachers.^
Likert formulates what is called an intergrating principle of
supportive relationships which provide a formula for obtaining the full
potential of every major motive which can be harnessed in a working
situation. The principle is as follows:
The leadership and other processes of the organization must be such
as to assure a maximum probability that in all interactions and all
relationships with the organization, each member will, in the light
of his background, values, and expectations, view the experience as
supportive and one which builds and maintains his sense of personal
worth and importance.^
Getzels gives support to Likert's principle of supporting relationships
and writes that an individual performs in accordance with role
expectations from the point of view of role-set he adapts to the role.
When an individual performs in accordance with his needs, from the
point of view of his personality, he is actualizing himself. Ideally,
the social system should permit both role adaptation and self-actualiza¬
tion so that the one act fulfills not only the institutional demands
but the personalistic disposition with a minimum of strain. The
relationship beteen the individual and the institution is then
integrated.^
^Behavior in Schools, quoted in Daniel E. Griffiths, Organizing
Schools for Effective Education (Interstate Printers: lannaconne, 1962),
p. 109-115.
^Rensis Likert, New Patterns of Management (New York: McGraw-Hill,
1961), pp. 198-207.
^Jacob W. Getzels, James M. Lipham and Ronald F. Campbell,
Educational Administration As A Social Process-Theory, Research,
Practice, (New York: Harper and Row, 1968), p. 119.
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Thompson holds the opinion that the degree of satisfaction an
individual obtains from his work is proportionate to the degree which
it enables him to implement his self-concept and satisfy his salient
needs.^
Expanding upon the point made by Thompson, Simon explains that the
individual can be rational in terms of the organization's goals only to
the extent that he is able to pursue a particular course of action, he
has a correct understanding of the goal of the action, and he is
P
correctly informed about the conditions surrounding his action.
Presthus indicates that the failure of the organization to provide
for the psycholggical needs of the individual and the failure of the
organization to coimunicate its goals lead only to anxiety. He states
that anxiety is probably the most critical variable in organizational
behavior?
Despite the contributions of Thompson, Simon, and Presthus, March
states that participants whose organizations create failure will remain
in the organization as long as the inducements offered are as great or
greater than the contributions he is asked to make.^
Ross and Zanders explain about their study which was to determine
^A. S. Thompson, "Personality Dynamics and Vocational Counseling,"
Personnel and Guidance Journal, (April, 1960), pp. 350-357.
^Herbert A. Simon, Administrative Behavior (New York: MacMillan
Co., 1950), p. 241.
^The Organizational Society, quoted in Walter G. Hack, Educational
Administration (Allyn and Baker, Inc.: Robert Preshus, 1965),
pp. 289-304.
^James 6. March and Herbert A. Simon, "The Theory of Organizational
Equilibrium," A Sociological Reader on Complex Organizations, ed. Amitai
Etzioni (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1969), p. 77.
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whether the satisfaction of certain psychological needs by an employ¬
ment situation has a relationship to labor turnover, that the degree to
which the organization satisfies these basic personal needs determines
how long a person continues to work for that company. The basic needs
are affiliation, achievement, autonomy, recognition, and fair evaluation.!
Organizational Climate Studies
In the early research on organizations, Getzels and Guba suggest
the use of the nomothetic and ideographic dimension of organization. If
the climate of a school is ideally "right," the two dimensions,
p
instructional and personal, are as congruent as possible. Cornell
states that the form of the organization is not as important as the
climate of the organization.^ All port indicates that the two main
ingredients of perception are the conditions present in the situation
and the personality traits of the individual doing the perceiving.^
Despite these and other similar statements by scholars little
applied research had resulted in the field of education until 1963.
This change can be traced to the development of Hal pin and Croft's
Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire. With the construction
of this instrument, there now was a measure with which to work to try to
lEdwin A. Fleishman, Studies in Personnel and Industrial
Psychology (Homewood, Illinois: Dorsey Press, 1968), pp. 303-305.
2j. W, Getzels and E. G. Guba, "Social Behavior and the Adminis¬
trative Process," School Review (February, 1957), pp. 423-441.
^Frank G. Cornell, "Organization Is More Than A Line Chart,"
School Executive, (November, 1957), pp. 83-86.
^Floyd All port. Theories of Perception and the Concept of
Structure (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1955), pp. 97-132.
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understand the place of the environment in the educational world.^
Hal pin and Croft developed the Organizational Climate Description
Questionnaire and administered it to 1,151 teachers and principals in 71
elementary schools in six states in six different regions of the United
States. Using factor analysis, they were able to delineate six distinct
profiles of organizational climates, ranging on a continuum from "open"
to "closed."^
The Halpin and Croft definitions of organizational climate were
used by Fleduebel in a study which investigated two possibilities:
(a) that organizational climate was a function of the socio-economic
status of the school community, and (b) that the output of the school
as measured by standard achievement tests was a function of the
organizational climate as well as the socio-economic status of the
school community. Fleduebel finds no relationship between the climates
defined by the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire and the
community socio-economic status or pupil achievement. He does report
finding a correlation between the dimensions of Hindrance, Production,
Emphasis, Consideration and community socio-economic status. Pupil
scores on standardized tests also correlated with the same three
O
dimensions.
Randles, another researcher, examines the influence of organiza¬
tional climates on the attitudes of beginning elementary teachers. He
1a. W. Halpin and Don B. Croft, The Organizational Climate of
Schools, (Chicago: Midwest Administration Center of University of
Chicago, 1963), pp. 251-282.
^Ibid.
3a. M. Fleduebel, "Organizational Climate, Social Class and
Educational Output," Administrator's Notebook. (March, 1964), p. 29.
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finds that open and closed schools as measured by the Organizational
Climate Description Questionnaire did not exert a significantly
different influence upon attitudes of teachers whether or not they
entered the experience with relatively low or high levels of attitudes.
The more open schools seem to influence favorable attitudes measured by
Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory when compared with more closed
schools.^
The relationship of the organizational climate of schools to pupil
achievement, size of school, and teacher turnover were studied by Flagg.
He concludes that the characteristics of principal as leaders largely
determine the climate of the schools over which they have control. He
indicates that a closed climate, as measured by the Organizational
Climate Description Questionnaire tends to increase the rate of turnover
and the climate tends to become more closed as the size of the school
increases. No relationship was noted between climate and pupil achieve¬
ment in reading. He believes that this is due to the relative sameness
in climate of the schools in the study.^
Rice in his study seeks to find some relationship between
organizational climate and student achievement. The social status of
the school districts involved in the sample was controlled. The
Organizational Climate Descriptive Questionnaire was used to measure
climate and the average achievement scores from state tests of 1965 and
^Harold E. Randles, The Effect of Organizational Climate on
Beginning Elementary Teachers, (Doctoral Dissertation, The Ohio State
University) Ann Orbor, Mich.: University Microfilms, 1964, No. 65-5673.
2john T. Flagg, The Organizational Climate of Schools: Its
Relationship to Pupil Achievement, Size of School, and Teacher Turnover,
(Doctoral Dissertation, Rutgers University) Ann Arbor, Mich.: University
Microfilms, 1965, No. 65-6563.
22
and 1966 were used to rank schools according to achievement. Rice finds
no significant relationship between the climate of an elementary school
and its achievement in general terms. He concludes that there seems to
be some evidence that "open" schools are more related to high achievement
than those schools with any of the other five types of climates as
determined by the Organizational Climate Descriptive Questionnaire.^
Hamlin in another study seeks to discover if there are any
relationships between the organizational climate of elementary schools
and the degree of job satisfaction of teachers in the schools. The
instruments used were the Organizational Climate Descriptive Survey and
the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire. She concluded that differences
in individual school climates had no influence on the attitudes of
teachers toward their compensation or opportunities for advancement.
A greater degree of satisfaction was found in the more open schools.
She indicates that an increase in job satisfaction occurs in a number of
areas as the age and experience of the teachers increase.^
A number of studies have been completed which are concerned with
showing the relationship between organizational climate and certain
characteristics of school principals and other members of the
administrative staff. This trend is the result of the commonly held
notion that the school climate is primarily determined by the leadership
behavior of the principal.
iRobert K. Rice, The Relationship Between Organizational Climate
and Student Achievement, (Doctoral Dissertation, University of
California) Ann Arbor, Mich.; University Microfilms, 1968, No. 68-16,570.
2Mildred M. Hamlin, Relationship Between Organizational Climates
of Elementary Schools and the Degree of Job Satisfaction in the Schools,
(Doctoral Dissertation, University of Minnesota) Ann Arbor, Mich.:
University Microfilms, 1966, No. 67-7730.
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Tanner studied the relationship between the organizational climate
of schools and the social behavior of selected school administrators.
Among other objectives, he wished to determine if any relationships
exist between the organizational climate of elementary, junior high,
and senior high schools and the social problem solving modes of the
building principals. The Organizational Climate Descriptive
Questionnaire was administered to 826 teachers in nine senior high
schools, nine junior high schools, and elementary schools. The Test of
Social Insight was given to 72 administrators in the nine districts. He
finds that the withdrawal and passive problem solving modes were
negatively associated with the open climate at all three levels and
negatively associated with open climates at the senior high school and
central office levels.^
McWilliams conducted a study to relate the organizational climate
of nine public high schools to the factors of size, grade organization,
supervisor-teacher ratio, and the subject matter assignment of teachers
in each school. All of the relationships proved not to be significant
with the exception that teachers of the various subject matter areas
perceived different organizational climates in the same school. A
second finding was that administrators and department chairmen perceived
p
a different and more favorable school climate than do teachers.
^H. G. Tanner, A Study of the Relationship Between the Organiza¬
tional Climate of Schools and the Social Behavior of Selected School
Administrators, (Doctoral Dissertation, University of Michigan) Ann
Arbor, Mich.: University Microfilms, 1966, No. 67-8, 350.
^Edgar McWilliams, The Organization Climate and Certain Adminis¬
trative and Personnel Variables in Selected High Schools, (Doctoral
Dissertation, Rutgers University) Ann Arbor, Mich.: University
Microfilms, 1967, No. 67-14, 431.
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Ford conducted a study to show the relationships between the
psychological health of elementary school principals to the organizational
climate of schools. The Personal Orientation Inventory developed by
Shostrom was used to measure the psychological health dimension. The
Organizational Climate Descriptive Questionnaire was used to measure the
school climate. Ford concludes that the principals heading the schools
possess open climates and possess greater acceptance and greater
capacity for intimate contact than the principals serving the closed
climate schools.^
Winter, in his study on the relationship of organizational climate
and certain personal status factors of elementary school professional
staff members, attempts to relate the climate to such personal
attributes as age, experience, and degrees held. He found that the
factor "age" had more significant relationships to organizational
climate than did the other factors, but the other factors were
significantly related also. This kind of study is of value to those who
seek ways to attain a desired organizational climate through more
efficient staff balance and utilization.^
^Robert W. Ford, The Relationship of Psychological Health of
Elementary School PrincTpals to the Organizational Climates of Schools,
(Doctoral Dissertation, Syracuse University) Ann Arbor, Mich.; University
Microfilms, 1966, No. 67-7110.
^James A. Winter, An Investigation of the Relationship of
Organizational Climate and Certain Personal Status Factors of
Elementary School Professional Staff Members, (Doctoral Dissertation,
George Peabody College for Teachers) Ann Arbor, Mich.: University
Microfilms, 1968, No. 68-16, 339.
CHAPTER III
ANALYSIS OF DATA
The purpose of this chapter is to present the data of this study.
The chapter is organized into three sections, namely (1) Distribution
of Data, (2) Summary of Variances and (3) Summary of the Demographic
Data. The F ratio and t test were interpreted at the five percent
level of confidence, based on Tables 19 and 7 of Roscoe's Fundamental
Research Statistics for Behavioral Science.^
The study was to determine if there were differences in develop¬
mental level schools based on organizational climate in three secondary
schools in the Middle Georgia Area. The study sought to answer the
following questions:
1. Do developmental level schools differ on the selected variables
of organizational climate?
2. Do selected variables of the organizational climate in the
developmental schools differ according to demographic characteristics
of teachers?
It was predicted that the developmental level schools would not
differ significantly in organizational climate in three schools.
Each null hypothesis is represented in the following sections and
the relevant data used to test the hypothesis is summarized. The reader
^John Roscoe, Fundamental Research Statistics for Behavioral
Science. (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1974), pp. 429-460.
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should be aware of the following equalities: "IS" = How it is and
"SB" = How it Should be.
I. Distribution of Data
The data are summarized in Tables I, II, and III to indicate
individual teacher scores on the DSLI, the school means of the variables
on the DSLI, and analysis of variance results.
Table I indicates the individual teacher socres in each of the
three developmental levels. School 1 had thirty-four (34) respondents.
Scores on the IS dimension of the Confidence and Trust, Communication,
and Interaction and Influence variables of the DSLI ranged from 3 to 5.
Scores on the Control variable ranged from 2 to 5, and scores on the
Decision-Making variable of the DSLI ranged from 2.5 to 5.
Scores on the SB dimension of the Confidence and Trust, Control,
Decision-Making, and Interaction-Influence variables of the DSLI
ranged from 3.5 to 5. The scores on the Communication variable of
the DSLI ranged from 3 to 5.
School 2 had forty (40) respondents. Scores on the IS dimension
of all the variables on the DSLI, Confidence and Trust, Communication,
Control, Decision-Making, and Interaction-Influence ranged from 1.5 to 5.
The scores on the SB dimension of the Confidence and Trust variable
of the DSLI ranged from 3.5 to 5 while the socres on the Communication,
Control, Decision-Making and Interaction-Influence variable on the DSLI
ranged from 3 to 5.
School 3 had thirty-eight (38) respondents. Scores on the IS
dimension of the variables of Confidence and Trust, Communication,
Control, Decision-Making and Interaction-Influence of the DSLI ranged
from 2 to 5.
The scores on the SB dimension of the Confidence and Trust,
2=7
Communication, Control and Interaction-Influence variables of the
DSLI ranged from 3.5 to 5. The scores on the Decision-Making
variable of the DSLI ranged from 2.5 to 5.
TABLE I-A
SUMMARY OF INDIVIDUAL TEACHER RESPONSES ON THE DSLI
School 1
Confid.





Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
IS SB IS SB IS SB IS SB IS SB
1 4.5 5.0 3.0 4.0 4.5 4.5 3.5 4.5 4.0 4.5
2 4.5 5.0 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 4.0 5.0
3 3.5 4.0 3.5 4.5 3.5 4.5 4.0 4.5 3.5 3.0
4 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.0
5 3.5 5.0 3.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 3.5 4.5 4.0 5.0
6 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
7 3.5 5.0 3.0 4.0 3.5 5.0 4.0 3.5 3.5 5.0
8 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 4.0 5.0 5.0
9 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.5 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.5 3.5
10 3.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 3.5 4.5 3.0 4.0 3.0 4.0
11 3.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.5 5.0 4.5 5.0 3.5 5.0
12 3.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.5 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0
13 4.5 4.5 3.5 3.5 4.0 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 4.5
14 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
15 4.5 4.5 4.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 5.0
16 5.0 5.0 3.5 4.0 3.5 4.5 4.0 5.0 4.5 4.5
17 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
18 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.5 5.0
19 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 2.5 3.5 2.5 4.0 4.5 4.5
20 5.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 5.0
21 5.0 3.5 3.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 4.5 5.0
22 4.5 5.0 4.5 5.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 5.0
23 5.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
24 4.5 4.5 3.5 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0
25 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
26 4.0 5.0 3.5 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0
27 3.5 4.0 3.5 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0
28 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0
29 3.5 3.5 3.0 4.0 3.0 3.5 3.0 4.5 3.5 4.5
30 3.5 4.0 3.5 4.0 3.0 4.0 3.5 4.0 3.0 4.0
31 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 2.5 4.5 3.5 4.0
32 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
33 4.0 4.5 3.5 3.5 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.5
34 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
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TABLE I-B
SUMMARY OF INDIVIDUAL TEACHER RESPONSES ON THE DSLI
School 2
Confid.





Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
IS SB IS SB IS SB IS SB IS SB
1 3.0 3.5 3.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 4.5 3.5 4.0
2 5.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0
3 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
4 5.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 2.0 4.5 2.5 5.0 4.0 5.0
b 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 4.5 4.5 5.0
b 4.5 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.5 4.5 5.0
7 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
8 5.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.0
9 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
10 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0
11 5.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 3.5 3.5 4.0 3.5 5.0 5.0
12 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.0
13 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
14 4.5 5.0 3.5 4.0 2.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 5.0 5.0
15 3.0 4.0 3.0 4.5 3.0 3.0 3.5 3.0 2.0 3.0
lb 5.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
17 5.0 5.0 3.5 4.0 4.0 5.0 3.5 4.5 4.0 4.5
18 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
19 3.5 4.0 3.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 2.5 5.0 3.5 5.0
20 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
21 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 4.5 4.0 5.0 5.0
22 5.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
23 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.0
24 2.5 4.5 2.0 4.0 2.5 4.0 3.0 4.5 3.0 4.0
2B 5.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.5 5.0
2b 3.0 4.5 3.0 4.0 2.0 4.5 2.0 4.5 3.0 4.5
27 4.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 3.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0
28 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.5 3.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
75— 1.5 4.5 1.5 4.0 1.0 4.0 1.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
30 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 3.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 3.5
31 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0
12 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.0
33 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 3.5 3.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.0
34 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 3.5 4.5 4.0 4.5
3b 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
16 4.0 4.5 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
37 1.5 4.5 1.5 4.0 1.5 4.0 1.5 4.0 2.0 5.0
38— 5.0 5.0 3.0 5.0 4.0 4.5 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.5
39— 4.0 4.0 4.5 3.5 4.0 5.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 4.5
40 3.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
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TABLE I-C
SUMMARY OF INDIVIDUAL TEACHER RESPONSES ON THE DSLI
School 3
Confid.





Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
IS SB IS SB IS SB IS SB IS SB
1 4.0 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.0 4.5 4.0 5.0 3.0 5.0
2 4.0 4.5 3.0 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.5
3 3.5 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0
4 4.0 5.0 3.5 4.5 3.5 5.0 2.0 3.5 3.5 4.5
5 5.0 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 5.0 3.5 4.5
6 2.0 4.5 2.5 4.5 2.0 4.5 1.5 4.0 2.0 4.5
7 5.0 4.5 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0
8 4.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
9 4.0 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 4.5 2.5 4.5 3.5 5.0
10 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.5 5.0 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.0
11 4.5 4.5 3.5 4.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 3.5 4.0
12 4.0 5.0 3.5 4.5 3.5 5.0 4.0 5.0 3.5 5.0
13 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 3.5 3.5 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0
14 3.5 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 3.0 4.5
15 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 2.5 4.0 3.0 4.0 3.5 4.0
16 3.5 5.0 3.0 4.0 1.0 4.0 2.0 2.5 2.5 4.5
17 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.5
18 2.0 5.0 3.0 5.0 3.0 5.0 2.5 5.0 3.0 5.0
19 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
20 2.5 4.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0
21 2.0 5.0 2.5 5.0 2.5 5.0 3.0 5.0 2.5 5.0
22 4.5 4.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0
23 2.0 3.5 2.0 3.5 2.0 4.5 2.0 4.5 2.5 3.5
24 3.5 4.0 4.0 5.0 2.0 3.0 2.5 4.0 2.5 5.0
25 4.5 5.0 3.5 4.5 3.5 4.5 3.5 5.0 5.0 5.0
26 3.0 4.5 4.0 4.0 3.5 4.0 4.0 5.0 3.5 5.0
27 3.0 4.0 3.0 3.5 3.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 4.0
28 4.0 4.5 3.5 3.5 2.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.5
29 5.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.5 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0
30 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.0
31 4.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.0 5.0 3.0 5.0 3.5 5.0
32 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5
33 5.0 4.5 3.5 4.0 4.0 4.5 5.0 4.5 4.5 5.0
34 4.5 5.0 4.5 5.0- 5.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.0
35 4.0 5.0 4.5 5.0- 4.5 5.0 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.0
36 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0
37 4.5 5.0 4.0 4.5- 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.0
38 4.5 5.0 4.5 5.0 1 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.5 5.0
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Table II indicates each school means by variables for the DSLI.
In School 1, the highest IS dimension mean was the Confidence and Trust
variable while the lowest mean variables were Communication and Control.
The highest SB dimension mean variables were Confidence and Trust and
Interaction-Influence, and the lowest mean variable was Communication.
In School 2, the highest IS dimension mean variable was Confidence
and Trust and the lowest mean variable was Control. The highest SB
dimension mean variable was Confidence and Trust and the lowest was
Communication.
In School 3, the highest IS dimension mean variable was Confidence
and Trust and the lowest mean variable was Control. The highest SB
dimension mean variable was Confidence and Trust and the lowest mean
variable was Communication.
TABLE II
SUMMARY OF MEANS FOR ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMTE
FACTORS IN THREE DEVELOPMENTAL LEVELS
Confi d.





Factor I Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5












4.00 4.70 3.80 4.40 3.50 4.50 3.70 4.50 3.75 4.65
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Table III indicates a summary of the analysis of variance
results. It illustrates the differences in the variables among
developmental levels, A significant positive F ratio of 3.715 was
obtained for the IS dimension of the Control variable, and a signifi¬
cant positive F ratio of 3.123 was obtained for the IS dimension of
the Interaction-Influence variable. There was no significant level
of confidence for the SB dimensions of variables.
These data indicate that some significant differences do exist
between developmental levels. Specifically in this study, the
evidence seems to support the fact that the Control and Interaction-
Influence variables are significant. It is questionable, however,
whether any of the relationships are significant beyond chance.
TABLE III
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS
FOR THREE DEVELOPMENTAL LEVELS
Confid.
& Trust Communic. Control
Decision Interact.
Making & Influ.
Factor 1 2 3 4 5
IS SB • IS SB IS SB IS SB IS SB
F \
Ratio 'v^\ ■% \ 'cT \ V
——
\ * \ '
X'^. X‘%
\ ^ \
\ \ * \
X X X X
*Significant at the .05 level of confidence.
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II. Surnnary of Variances
The summary of the one-way analysis of variance of the "IS"
dimension of the Confidence and Trust variable of the DSLI is presented
in Table IV. The mean square of the Between variation was 165.76 while
the mean square for the Within Variation was 74.463. The Total Mean
Square was 76.108. The F ratio was 2.226. The results of the F ratio
was not statistically significant at the .05 level.
TABLE IV
SUMMARY OF THE ANALYSIS OF THE ONE-WAY VARIANCE OF DEVELOPMENTAL
LEVELS ON THE "IS" DIMENSION OF THE CONFIDENCE AND TRUST FACTOR
ON THE DSLI
Source of Variation Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F
Between 331.520 2 165.760 2.226
Within 8116.471 109 84.463
Total 8447.991 111 76.108
The summary of the one-way analysis of variance of the "IS"
Dimension on the Communication variable of the DSLI is presented in
Table V. The mean square on the Between variation was 38.561 while
the mean square for the Within variation was 62.235. The total mean
square variation was 61.808. The 4 ratio was .620. The results of
the F ratio were not statistically significant at the .05 level.
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TABLE V
SUMMARY OF THE ANALYSIS OF THE ONE WAY VARIANCE OF DEVELOPMENTAL
LEVELS ON THE "IS" DIMENSION OF THE COMMUNICATION FACTOR ON THE
DSL I
Source of Variation Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F
Between 77.123 2 38.561 .620
Within 6783.591 109 62.235
Total 6860.714 111 61.808
The summary of the one-way analysis of variance of the Dimension
"IS" on the Control variable of the DSLI is presented in Table VI..
The mean square on the Between variation was 323.974 while the mean
square on the Within variation was 87.00. The Total mean square was
91.466. The F ratio was 3.715. The results of the F ratio were
statistically significant at the .05 level of confidence.
TABLE VI
ANALYSIS OF ONE-WAY VARIANCE OF DEVELOPMENTAL LEVEL
ACCORDING TO "IS" ON CONTROL
Source of Variance Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F
Between 647.949 2 323.974 3.715*
Within 9504.829 109 87.200
Total 10152.777 111 91.466
♦Significant at the .05 level of confidence
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The summary of the t value of correlated developmental level
schools of the "IS" dimension of the Control Factor on the DSLI is
presented in Table VII. The correlation between School 1 (Gr. 8/9)
and School 2 (Gr. 10) was -2.27. The correlation between School 2
(Gr. 10) and School 3 (Gr.11/12) was 0.80. The correlation between
School 1 (Gr. 8/9) and School 3 (Gr. 11/12) was 1.24 There was a
significant correlation of t value between Developmental level
patterns in School 1 and School 2.
TABLE VII
SUMMARY OF T VALUES OF CORRELATED DEVELOPMENTAL LEVEL
SCHOOLS OF THE "IS" DIMENSION OF THE CONTROL FACTOR ON
THE DSLI
Developmental Level Schools
School 1 Gr. 8/9
- 2.27*
School 2 Gr. 10
School 2 Gr. 10
0.80
School 3 Gr. 11/12
School 1 Gr. 8/9
- 1.24
School 3 Gr. 11/12
*Significant at the .05 level of confidence
The summary of the one-way analysis of variance of the Dimension
"IS" on the Decision-Making Variable of the DSLI is presented in Table VII
The mean squares on the Between variation was 51.998 while the mean squares
on the Within variation was 84.818. The Total mean squares was 82.446.
The F ratio was .613. The results of the Fratio were not statistically
significant at the .05 level.
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TABLE VIII
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DEVELOPMENTAL LEVELS
ACCORDING TO "IS" DECISION-MAKING
Source of Variance Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F
Between 103.997 2 51.998 .613
Within 9245.110 109 84.818
Total 9349.107 111 84.226
The summary of the analysis of variance of the "IS" Dimension on
the Interaction-Influence variable of the DSLI is presented in Table IX,
The mean squares for the Between variation was 214.006 while the mean
squares for the Within variation is 68.532. The Total mean squares is
71.153. The F ratio is 3.123. The results of the F ratio were statis¬
tically significant at the .05 level.
TABLE IX
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DEVELOPMENTAL LEVELS
ACCORDING TO "IS" INTERACTION-INFLUENCE
Source of Variance Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F
Between 428.012 2 214.006 3.123*
Within 7469.979 109 68.532
Total 7897.991 111 71 .153
*Significant at the .05 level of confidence
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The summary of the t value of correlated developmental level
schools on the "IS" dimension of the Internaction-Influence Factor
of the DSLI is presented in Table X. The correlation between
School 1 (Gr. 8/9) and School 2 (Gr. 10) was -1.62. The correlation
between School 2 (Gr. 10) and School 3 (Gr. 11/12) was -0.03. The
correlation between School 1 (Gr. 8/9) and School 3 (Gr. 11/12) was
1.42. There were no significant t value between developmental level
schools.
TABLE X
SUMMARY OF T VALUES OF CORRELATED DEVELOPMENTAL LEVEL
SCHOOLS OF THE "IS" DIMENSION OF THE INTERACTION-INFLUENCE
FACTOR ON THE DSLI
Developmental Level Schools
School 1 Gr. 8/9
-1.62
School 2 Gr. 10
School 2 Gr. 10
-0.03
School 3 Gr. 11/12
School 1 Gr. 8/9
-1.42
School 3 Gr. 11/12
The summary of the analysis of variance for the "SB" Dimension
on the Confidence and Trust variable for the DSLI is presented in
Table XI. The mean squares on the Between Variation was .074 while
the mean squares on the Within Variation was 17.135. The Total mean
squares was 16.828. The F ratio was .004. The results were not
statistically significant at the .05 level.
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TABLE XI
ANALYSIS OF ONE-WAY VARIANCE OF DEVELOPMENTAL LEVELS
ACCORDING TO "SB" ON CONFIDENCE AND TRUST
Source of Variation Sum of Squares df Mean Square F
Between .148 2 .074 .004
Within 1867.709 109 17.135
Total 1867.857 111 16.828
The summary of the one way analysis of variance of the "SB"
Dimension on the Communication variable of the DSLI is presented in
Table XII. The mean squares on the Between Variation was 4.828 while
the Within Variation was 28.737. The Total mean squares was 28.306.
The F ratio was .168. The results of the F ratio were not significant
at the .05 level.
TABLE XII
ANALYSIS OF ONE-WAY VARIANCE OF DEVELOPMENTAL LEVELS
ACCORDING TO "SB" ON COMMUNICATION
Source of Variance Sum of Squares df Mean Square F
Between 9.656 2 4.828 .168
Within 3132.308 109 28.737
Total 3141.964 111 28.306
The summary of the one-way analysis of variance for the "SB"
Dimension on the Control is presented in Table XIII. The mean squares on
the Between variation was .201 while the mean squares on the Within
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was 29.581. The Total mean squares was 29.052. The F ratio was
.007. The results of the F ratio was not statistically significant
at the .05 level.
TABLE XIII
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DEVELOPMENTAL LEVELS
ACCORDING TO "SB" CONTROL
Source of Variance Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F
Between .402 2 .201 .007
Within 3224.375 109 29.581
Total 3224.777 111 29.052
The summary of the one-way analysis of variance of "SB" Dimension
on the Decision-making Variable of the DSLI is presented in Table XIV.
The mean squares for the Between variation was 1.572 while the mean
squares for the Within variation was 30.47. The Total mean squares
was 29.953. The F ratio was .052. The results of the F ratio were
not statistically significant at the .05 level.
TABLE XIV
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DEVELOPMENTAL LEVELS
ACCORDING TO "SB" ON DECISION-MAKING
Source of Variation Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F
Between 3.144 2 1.572 .052
Within 3321.633 109 30.47
Total 3324.777 111 29.953
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The summary of the one-way analysis of variance of the "SB"
Dimension on the Interaction-Influence variable of the DSLI is presented
in Table XV. The mean squares of the Within variation was 3.197
while the mean squares of the Between variation was 25.7228. The mean
squares Total variation was 25.322. The F ratio was .124. The results
of the F ratio were not statistically significant at the .05 level.
TABLE XV
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DEVELOPMENTAL LEVELS
ACCORDING TO "SB" ON INTERACTION-INFLUENCE
Source of Variance Sum of Squares df Mean Square F
Between 6.393 2 3.197 .124
Within 2804.321 109 25.728
Total 2810.714 111 25.322
III. Demographic Data
The summaries of the demographic data by total population and
by developmental levels are presented in Tables XVI and XVII.respectively.
These tables are found in Appendix A.
The summary of the demographic data for the total population is
presented in Table XIII. The total population of the study was composed
of one hundred and twelve (112) teachers. There were thirty-nine (39)
male teachers and seventy-three (73) female teachers.
The experience of these teachers ranged from less than one year to
over thirty years. The data are presented as follows: there were thirty-
two (32) teachers with 0-5 years experience; there were thirty-seven (37)
teachers with 6-10 years of experience; there were twenty-two (22)
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teachers with 11-15 years of experience; there were seven (7) teachers
with 16-20 years of experience; there were eleven(ll) teachers with
21-25 years of experience, and there were three (3) teachers with 26-30+
years of experience. The largest number of teachers fell in the 6-10
years of experience while the smallest number of teachers fell in the
26-30+ years of experience range.
The age range of teachers in the study was from 20-59+. The data
are presented as follows: There were twenty-eight (28) teachers whose
ages ranged from 20-29 years; there were forty-three (43) teachers whose
ages ranged from 30 to 39 years; there were twenty-eight (28) teachers
whose ages ranged from 40-49 years, and there were thirteen (13) teachers
whose ages ranged from 50-59+. More teachers were in the 30-39 age
range while there were fewer teachers in the 50-59+ age range.
The summary of the demogrpahic data for each developmental school
is presented in Table XIV. The total population was represented in
three developmental schools and data for each school are presented as
follows: School 1 for grades eight and nine (8/9) had thirty-four (34)
teachers. There were sixteen (16) males teachers and eighteen (18)
female teachers.
The experience of teachers ranged from less than one year to 30+
years of experience. The data are presented as follows: there were
twelve (12) teachers or 35% with 0-5 years of experience; there were
eleven teachers or 32% with 6-10 years of experience; there were seven
(7) or 21% with 11-15 years of experience; there were four (4) teachers
or 10% with 21-25 years of experience; and there were three (3) teachers
or 9% with 26-30+ years of experience. The largest number (35%) of
teachers fell in the 0-5 years of experience, and the smallest number
(2%) of teachers fell in the 16-20 range of experience.
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The age range of the teachers in School 1 was 20-59+.
The data are presented as follows: there were twelve (12) teachers
or 35% in the age range of 20-29; there were twelve (12) teachers or
35% in the age range of 30-39; there were five (5) teachers or 15%
in the age range of 40-49, and there were five (5) teachers or 15% in
the 50-59+ age range. Age ranges 20-29 and 30-39 had the same numbers
of teachers and were the largest numbers (35%) while age ranges 40-49
and 50-59 had the same numbers (15%) but were the smaller numbers.
School 2 for grade ten (10) had forty (40) teachers. There were
ten (10) male teachers and thirty (3) female teachers.
The experience of these teachers ranged from less than one year to
30+ years. The data are presented as follows: there were six (6)
teachers or 15% with 0-5 years; there were seventeen (17) teachers
or 43% with 6-10 years of experience; there were eight (8) teachers
or 20% with 11-15 years of experience; there were four (4) teachers or
10% with 21-25 years of experience; and there was one (1) teacher or
3% with 25-30+ years of experience. The largest number of teachers (43%)
fell in the 6-10 years of experience, and the smallest number (3%) of
teachers fell in the 26-30 range of experience.
The age of the teachers in School 2 ranged from 20 to 59+ years.
The data are presented as follows: there were five (5) teachers or 13%
in the 20-29 age range; there were eighteen (18) teachers or 45% in
the 30-39 age range; there were thirteen (13) teachers or 32% in the
40-49 age range, and there were four (4) teachers or 10% in the 50-59+
age range. The largest number (45%) of teachers fell in the 30-39
age range and the smallest number (4%) of teachers fell in the 50-59+
age range.
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School 3 for grades eleven and twelve (11/12) had thirty-eight (38)
teachers. There were thirteen (13) male teachers and twenty-five (25)
female teachers.
The experience of the teachers in School 3 ranged from less than
one (1) year to 30+ years. The data are presented as follows: there
were fifteen (15) teachers or 39% in the 0-5 years range; there were
nine (9) teachers or 24% in the 6-10 years range; there were seven (7)
teachers or 18% in the 11-15 years range; there were two (2) teachers
or 15% in the 16-20 range; there were three (3) teachers or 8% in
the 21-25 years range, and there were two (2) teachers or 5% in the
26-30 years range. The largest number (15%) of teachers fell in the
0-5 range and the smallest number (5%) of teachers fell in the 16-20
years range.
The age of the teachers in School 3 ranged from 20 to 59+ years.
The data are presented as follows: there were twelve (12) teachers or
32% in the 20-29 years range; there were thirteen (13) teachers or 34% in
the 30-39 years range; there were ten (10) teachers or 26% in the 40-49
years range; and there were three (3) teachers or 8% in the 50-59+
years range. The largest number of teachers (34%) fell in the 39-30




The data of the study were reported in the present chapter.
The following points seem evident:
(1) That there were no differences among schools on the
Confidence and Trust Factor.
(2) That there were no differences among schools on the
Communicaton Factor.
(3) That there was a difference among the schools on the
Control Factor of the "IS" dimension.
(4) That the differences on the "IS" dimensions were
evident between the School 1 (grades 8 and 9) and
School 2 (grade 10) developmental levels.
(5) That there were no differences among schools on the
Control Factor of the "SB" dimension.
(6) That there were no differences among schools on the
Decision-making Factor.
(7) That there was a difference among schools on the Inter¬
action-Influence Factor of the "IS" dimension.
(8) That the differences when tested did not yield a distinct
pattern of developmental level.
(9) That there were no differences among schools on the
Interaction-Influence Factor of the "SB" dimension.
(10) That there were differences among schools on demographic





The major purpose of this study was to determine the differences
in the organizational climate of schools, based on developmental levels
patterns, in three secondary schools in the Middle Georgia Area, In
order to fulfill this purpose, answers were sought to the following
questions:
1. Do developmental level patterns of schools differ on the selected
variables of organizational climate?
2. Do selected variable of the organizational climate in the develop¬
mental level patterns of schools differ according to demographic
characteristics of teachers?
Moreover, it was the purpose of the study to formulate from
analysis and interpretation of data, a set of findings and conclusions
for which implications and recommendations might be offered to appropriate
school personnel for the possible improvement of the organizational
climate at the secondary school level.
The following steps represented the general procedures used to
achieve the purposes of the study:
1. Permission to conduct the investigate was sought from the proper
school officials.




3. The (DSLI) Diagnostic Survey of Leadership Improvement, developed
by David Mullen, was administered to the (112) one hundred twelve
teachers, who participated in the study. The instrument yielded
information about the perception of teachers in the three schools.
A data sheet was received from teachers which provided information
related to the characteristics of the teachers such as teaching experience
and age.
Each variable on the (DSLI) Diagnostic Survey of Leadership
Improvement was tabulated and analyzed, utilizing the one-way analysis
of variance, the F ratio with a .05 level of confidence. The means
and standard deviations and t-test for individual schools were tabulated.
Percentages were used to tabulate demographic data.
FINDINGS
The data obtained from calculations of the one-way analysis of
variance and F-ratio are listed as follows.
(a) That there were no differences among schools on the Confidence
and Trust Factor.
(b) That there were no differences among schools on the Communication
Factor.
(c) That there was a difference among the schools on the Control Factor
of the "IS" Dimension.
(d) That the differences on the "IS" dimensions were evident between
School 1 (Grades 8 and 9) and School 2 (grade 10) developmental
levels.
(e) That there were no differences among schools on the Control Factor
of the "SB" dimension.
(f) That there were no differences among schools on the Decision¬
making Factor.
(g) That there was a difference among schools on the Interaction-
Influence Factor of the "IS" dimension.
(h) That the differences when tested did not yield a distinct indication
of pattern of developmental level.
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(i) That there were no differences among schools on the Interaction-
Influence Factor of the "SB" dimension.
(j) That there were insignificant differences between developmental
schools in the years of expereince of teachers.
(k) That there were insignificant differences between developmental
schools in the age of teachers.
CONCLUSIONS
The findings of this investigation support the null hypothesis
which is that there is no significant differences between organization
climate of developmental schools in the secondary schools in the
Middle Georgia area. It is important to note that it is possible
for the outcome to be different if circumstances are not limited to
those as indicated in this study.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
More needs to be learned about organizational climate and
developmental patterns. Each school climate is different, and schools
make the difference in what happens to the people who work and study
in them.
In view of the findings of the present study and the above
discussion, the following recommendations are made:
1. That the study be repeated utilizing a pre- and post- test in which
an action plan is implemented for change.
2. That a similar study of organizational climate be designed to
examine the perception of students and teachers.
3. That the attention of educators be directed to the possible
consequences of the incongruences that exist in school and
provide assistance to principals, curriculum directors and
teachers and students to make the changes.
4. That the study be repeated utilizing instruments such as
Work Environment Scale, High School Characteristics Index,
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The Social Climate Scale or the Organizational Climate Index.
The instrument used in this study might have caused some outcomes
to occur.
SUMMARY
This investigation sought to ascertain the differences, if any,
in organizational climates of schools, based on developmental level
patterns in three secondary schools in the Middle Georgia Area.
Ultimately, however, this investigation attempted to provide information
that would be of value to principals, teachers, and other professional
school personnel who might be interested in making changes in the
organizational climate of the school or to study the climate.
If this investigation approaches the fulfillment of these
aims, the investigator will have realized, at least, in part, the
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0 - 5 12 35%
6 - 10 11 32%
11 - 15 7 21%
16 - 20 1 2%
21 - 25 4 10%








20 - 29 12 35%
30 - 39 12 35%
40 - 49 5 15%
50 - 59 5 15%
School 2 School 3
(Grade 10) (Grades 11 -
10 25% 13 34%
30 75% 25 66%
40 38
6 15% 15 39%
17 43% 9 24%
8 20% 7 18%
4 10% 2 5%
4 10% 3 8%
1 3% 2 5%
5 13% 6 16%
18 45% 13 34%
7 18% 10 26%
9 23% 5 13%
1 2% 4 11%
5 13% 12 32%
18 45% 13 34%
13 32% 10 26%
4 10% 3 8%
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Please respond to both the way it (IS) and the way you think that it
SHOULD BE (SB) as regards the way the principal works with teachers in this school
y ^ \
Circle IS and SHOULD BE \ ^\ %\ S:\ % \
number for each item. \ ° \ ° \ c\ c\ \
Do not write or make any
Scoring:
SHOULD BE mean2 minus
IS mean^ = intensity
marKS on tne lasc o columns \ ■£. \
\o\<5,\ \ \S.\ Mean Mean^ Intensity
061 The principal uses what
he knows about how teachers
are doing to help them
improve.
IS 0 1 2 3 4 Factor-3
SB '0 1 2 3 4
172 When the principal makes
decisions they are based on
information which you think
is right and fair.
IS 0 1 2 3 4
Factor-1
SB 0 1 2 3 4
203 Ideas for ways to improve
things come from the teachers
concerned.
IS 0 1 2 3 4 Factor-2
SB 0 1 2 3 4
344 The principal tries to
get your ideas.
IS 0 1 2 3 4 Factor-2
SB 0 1 2 3 4
375 Decisions are made by
those close to the problem
source
IS 0 1 2 3 4 Factor-4
386 In making decisions whic
affect teachers the principa
is aware of the things they
face.
Factor-4
417 Needed work gets done be^
cause of the way the ^
principal works with the
teachers.
Factor-1
478 Things are organized so
that teachers can help make
decisions.
Factor-5
489 Teachers work with the
principal to get a job done. Factor-5
510 Information on what teach¬
ers do and how well they do
it is used to help solve
problems.
Factor-3




Please complete this form by checking the appropriate boxes and filling
in blanks where indicated. All information collected will be kept
confidential and no attempt will be made to identify individual respond¬
ents. Final analysis of the data will not identify a specific school
or administrator.
1. Name






2. 30 - 39
3. 40 - 49
4. 50 - 59
5. 60 - 69
5. Years of experience
6. Education:
1. Less than Bachelor's degree
2. Bachelor's degree
3. Bachelor's degree plus
4. Master's degree
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